84TH CONGRESS REPORT 
2d Session \ SENATE {No 1850 


TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION 
OF NARCOTIC ADDICTS 


REPORT 
OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
UNITED STATES SENATE 
CONTAINING THE 
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


OF THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMPROVEMENTS 
IN THE FEDERAL CRIMINAL CODE 
PURSUANT TO 


S. Res. 67 and S. Res. 166 


(84th Congress) 


APRIL 25 (legislative day, APRIL 24), 1956.— Ordered to be printed 


UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
WASHINGTON : 1956 


90002*—57 S. Rept., 84-2, vol, 2 —— 77 





; 
I 
: 
~ 
2 
q 
g 
T 
Y 
é 
W 
Q 
be 
n 
0 
K 
Y 
2 
e 
» 


COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 


JAMES O. EASTLAND, Mississippi, Chairman 
ESTES KEFAUVER, Tennessee ALEXANDER WILEY, Wisconsin 
OLIN D. JOHNSTON, South Carolina WILLIAM LANGER, North Dakota 
THOMAS O. HENNINGS, Jf., Missouri WILLIAM E. JENNER, Indiana 
JOHN L. McCLELLAN, Arkansas ARTHUR V. WATKINS, Utah 
PRICE DANIEL, Texas EVERETT McKINLEY DIRKSEN, Illinois 
JOSEPH C. O’MAHONEY, Wyoming HERMAN WELKER, Idaho 
MATTHEW M. NEELY, West Virginia JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER, Maryland 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMPROVEMENTS IN THE FEDERAL CRIMINAL Cops 


PRICE DANIEL, Texas, Chairman 


JOSEPH O. O’MAHONEY, Wyoming HERMAN WELKER, Idaho 
JAMES O. EASTLAND, Mississippi JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER, Maryland 


O. AUBREY GASQUE, General Counsel 
nu 





84TH CONGRESS } SENATE $ REPORT 
2d Session No. 1850 
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Mr. Dantet, from the Committee on the Judiciary, submitted the 
following 


r 
i] 


REPORT 
[Pursuant to S. Res. 67 and S. Res. 166] 


By Senate Resolution 67, adopted March 18, 1955, the Senate 
authorized the first nationwide investigation of the illicit narcotics 
traffic in the United States. Included in the scope of the inquiry 
was the direction that— 


special attention be given to the extent, cause, and effect of 
unlawful uses of narcotics and marihuana * * * and to the 
additions and changes in thelaws * * * necessary to combat 
the increasing narcotic addiction in the United States. 


A special aim of our investigation, in this area, was to find ways and 
means of bringing about greater success in the treatment and rehabili- 
tation of drug addicts. 

TuE PROBLEM 


While there are fewer drug addicts in the Nation today than there 
were before the Harrison Narcotic Act was passed and before the 
Federal Bureau of Narcotics was created in 1930, the figure of at 
least 60,000 addicts today is more than the number reported by any 
other western nation.! In spite of the best efforts of Federal agencies 
with present personnel and procedures, smuggling of illicit narcotics 
has not been halted. Two recent seizures of heroin and cocaine, 
valued at more than $10 million, were the largest single seizures of 
these drugs ever made in the United States. The traffic now costs 
over $500 million per year, to say nothing of the human lives shortened 
or destroyed. 

Drug addiction and the illicit narcotics traffic, moreover, are re- 
sponsible for approximately 50 percent of the total crimes committed 

1 See the subcommittee’s preliminary report, Senate Report 1440, dated January 27, 1956, including find- 
ings and recommendations, 
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2 TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION OF NARCOTIC ADDICTS 


in the large metropolitan areas and 25 percent of all reported crimes 
in the Nation. Drug addiction is contagious. Addicts, who are not 
hospitalized or confined, spread the habit with cancerous rapidity to 
their families and associates. Yet, less than 20 percent are confined. 
It is inevitable that this contagious problem will increase from year to 
Im unless drug addicts are exposed to an effective treatment and re- 

abilitation program, and unless those who fail to respond to treat- 
ment are placed in quarantine type confinement or isolation. 

With this problem in mind, the subcommittee invited the Nation's 
foremost authorities on drug addiction to attend special hearings held 
in New York devoted exclusively to an intensive examination of 
methods and facilities for treating and rehabilitating narcotic addicts. 
We heard 27 expert witnesses, including leading medical authorities 
and law-enforcement officers, for a total of 1,058 pages of testimony, 
and we received more than 2,000 pages of material in the form of 
supplementary statements and exhibits supporting and describing 
various alternative approaches to the overall problem.? 

The subcommittee has prepared legislation which provides for new 
and improved laws and enforcement procedures to help stamp out 
narcotic smuggling and peddling. It is particularly important that 
we now focus attention on the proposals for treatment, rehabilitation, 
or confinement of narcotic addicts. 


I 


An EXAMINATION OF THE So-CALLED Curnic PLAN ror LEGAL DISTRI- 
BUTION OF Narcotics to Drua AppictTs 


The greater part of the New York hearing was devoted to testimony 
for and against the recent proposals that the Federal Government 
establish a chain of “narcotic clinics" across the Nation where drug 
addicts could obtain *'shots" at little or no cost on a sustaining basis. 
We considered it imperative that the proposal for ''free drugs"— 
made most recently by the New York Academy of Medicine in its 
Report on Drug Addiction, dated June 7, 1955—be subjected to an 
immediate and intensive examination, for not only had it generated 
a bitter controversy among medical authorities and law-enforcement 
officials but, even more important, there were indications that the 
controversy was actually impeding law enforcement and efforts to 
improve and expand existing programs for the treatment and rehabili- 
tation of drug addicts." 

While the “clinic plan” embodies six major recommendations, the 
crux of the plan centers on its proposal to set up all over the country 
a system of dispensary clinics where drug addicts could obtain 
narcotics free or at a very nominal charge. Provisions would be made 
for registration, fingerprinting, and photographing to identify the 
addicts. 

Clinics would be staffed with doctors, employment counsellors, 
psychiatrists, and others whose task would be to attempt to re- 


? Further testimony relating to causes, treatment, and rehabilitation was taken by the subcommittee tn 
each of the 13 cities where hearings were held. Extended consideration was given to the local programs 
being developed in Los Angeles, Detroit, Chicago, and New York. 

$ A similar plan was proposed by the Richmond County Medical Society of New York and was subse- 
quently approved by New York State Medica! Society. 
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habilitate the addict and to help him find suitable employment. 
In the course of efforts at rehabilitation, the addict would continue 
getting a minimum supply of drugs. Eventually, attempts would 

e made to withdraw drugs gradually. However, if the addict fails 
to respond to the psychiatric treatment and other rehabilitation 
efforts of the clinic, he would be given “stabilizing” or “maintenance” 
doses of narcotic drugs for the rest of his life. 

Based on the testimony received during our special hearings in 
New York and on a mass of other evidence adduced during our 
investigation, the subcommittee has made the following specific 
findings: 

FINDINGS 


THE SO-CALLED CLINIC PLAN FOR LEGAL DISTRIBUTION OF NARCOTICS 
IS TOTALLY UNWORKABLE, COMPLETELY CONTRARY TO ACCEPTED 
MEDICAL PRACTICE AND THEORY, AND WOULD AGGRAVATE RATHER 
THAN SOLVE THE PROBLEM OF DRUG ADDICTION 


1. Addicts must be hospitalized, in an atmosphere free of narcotic drugs, 
or treatment will fail 


Under the provisions of the proposed ‘clinic plan,” the drug addict 
would be given drugs free, or sold drugs at a minimum cost, for the 
continued support of his addiction. This would be without hospital- 
ization or other confinement. ‘Thus, not only would the drug addict 
have available his regular supply of drugs at the clinic, but he would 
have access to additional drugs on the illicit market. 

The subcommittee finds that this procedure, as a method of treat- 
ment, is almost unanimously rejected by the medical profession, with 


only the few eee of the plan claiming that it would work. 
x 


The Surgeon General of the United States, Dr. Leonard A. Scheele, 
spoke for the overwhelming majority of the medical profession, when 
he testified: 


Treatment of drug addiction must take place in a drug-free 
environment, in an institution with special facilities for 
gradual withdrawal of the addicting drug. * * * Our ex- 
perience leads us to believe that the vast majority of addicts 
cannot be withdrawn from narcotics with hope for success 
without institutional treatment. 


This opinion, expressed by the head of the Public Health Service, 
is ‘well established and longstanding among medical authorities. 
Thirty-five years ago, Dr. Royal Copeland, health commissioner of 
New York City Health Department, whose department administered 
similar narcotic clinics in New York during the early 1920’s, stated 
unequivocally that treatment would fail unless conducted in a drug- 
free environment: 


Without absolute control of the patient and his complete 
isolation from clandestine sources of supply, there is no hope 
of cure. Ambulatory treatment is foreordained to failure as 
long as there are secret and illegal methods of obtaining the 
drug. Under present conditions, it is my belief it will be a 
very rare instance indeed when a patient is cured outside a 
hospital, or in the absence of equally well-controlled condi- 
tions. 
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4 TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION OF NARCOTIC ADDICTS 


In 1924, the American Medical Association established the following 
view and policy of the medical profession, and this was reaffirmed 
before our subcommittee by Dr. Leo H. Bartemeier, chairman, council 
on mental health, American Medical Association: 


The only proper and scientific method of treating drug 
addiction is under such conditions of control of both the 
addict and the drug, that * * * [there is] no chance of any 
distribution of the drug of addiction to others, or opportunity 
for the same person to procure any of the drug from any 
source other than from the physician directly responsible for 
the addict’s treatment. 


2. Ambulatory treatment, where a supply of narcotics is either handed 
to the drug addict or where he must come to the clinic for “shots,” 
as totally unsatisfactory 

There are only two alternatives in the proposed plan to treat drug 
addiction on an ambulatory basis: either the drug addict must be 
iven a supply of narcotic drugs to take with him and administer 
imself as he desires, or, he must be required to report to the “clinic” 
several times a day to have the “shots” personally administered by 
medical personnel. Physicians ruled out either procedure as absolutely 
impractical and were in accord with the longstanding policy of the 
American Medical Association, that: 


* * * any method of treatment for narcotic drug addic- 
tion, whether private, institutional, official, or governmental, 
which permits the addicted person to dose himself with the 
habit-forming narcotic drugs placed in his hands for self- 
administration, is an unsatisfactory treatment of addiction, 
begets deception, extends the abuse of habit-forming narcotic 
drugs, and causes an increase in crime. 


Dr. Harris Isbell, Director, Addiction Research Center, Public 
Health Service Hospital, Lexington, Ky., expressed his rejection of 
the idea in these terms: 


Suppose we did try to set up a narcotic *"bar," and run this 
service, Certainly, we are not going to give the addicts the 
drugs to take themselves, for they might sell them. We 
have to have the drugs and administer them, which means 
that one of these narcotic barrooms will have to be set up at 
spots around the large cities; they would have to be manned 
24 hours a day, 7 days a week. The addict requires drugs 
4 or 5 times a day, otherwise he will become ill, Therefore, 
he is going to spend all of his time waiting in the so-called 
clinic lineup to get his drugs. In my opinion, it is an utterly 
unworkable thing. 

8. The plan fails to consider the "tolerance" factor, which causes the 
addict to demand ever-increasing doses of narcotic drugs 
Medical authorities agree that the drug addict is dominated by the 
henomenon of increasing “tolerance.” In other words, his daily 
intake of drugs cannot be “stabilized” or ‘‘minimized,” but must 
constantly be increased if he is to obtain an effect equivalent to his 
first ‘‘shot.” For this reason, physicians and law enforcement officials 
appearing before the subcommittee repeatedly warned that drug 
addicts could not and would not be satisfied with a minimum dose 
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of narcotics as envisaged in the clinic proposal. They testified that 
under the clinic plan it would be necessary to provide the chronic 
addict with an ever-increasing supply of drugs. Otherwise, the drug 
addict would turn to illicit sources o ndn in 


4. The illicit market would not be eliminated, os the tolerance factor would 
drive the addict to supplement his “clinic” supply from peddlers 
The advocates of the clinic. plan strongly urge that it would elimi- 
nate the illicit narcotics traffic in the United States. Dr. Hubert S. 
— who testified on behalf of the New York Academy of Medicine, 
stated: 


We believe very decidedly that if you afforded all the pres- 
ent addicts their drug, that would, to a large extent, destroy 
the black market. If you undersell them, if there is no profit 
2 all in narcotic drugs, the black-market cannot live and 
thrive. 


The overwhelming majority of physicians and law-enforcement 
officers appearing before the subcommittee disagreed with that 
conclusion. 

One of the Nation’s outstanding law-enforcement officers, Sheriff 
Owen W. Kilday, of Bexar County, Tex., testified that he, at one 
time, had strongly approved of the clinics as a possible means of de- 
stroying the drug peddler’s market and, ultimately, the illicit nar- 
cotics traffic. However, due to an investigation in San Antonio which 
showed that a peddler had systematically enticed 40 to 50 boys and 
girls of high-school age to begin using narcotics, he came to the con- 
clusion that: 


* * * if you did away with a market, they would create 
another one and I am opposed to it all the way. I don't 
believe there ought to be any clinic whatsoever. 
Mr. Malcolm Wilkey, United States district attorney for the 
Southern District of Texas, summed up the problem this way: 


You will not cut the smuggler and the peddler out because 
the ration these people get at the clinic must in some way be 
limited. It cannot be unlimited. If it is limited, these 
people will go to the free clinic and get their maximum 
supply, and then they will go out on the black market and 
supplement their requirements by illegal purchases. You will 
still have illegal traffic to supplement the amount that can 
be obtained at the clinic. 


Dr. G. H. Stevenson, director, drug addiction research, Department 
of Psychiatry, University of British Columbia, Vancouver, Canada, 
appearing at the special invitation of the subcommittee, testified that 
in his opinion legalized drugs might even increase black-market sales: 


Unless drugs were to be given to addicts in unlimited 
quantities to satisfy their wants rather than any need they 
might have, they would get their surplus from the black 
market the same as they do now, and people who were going 
to start in to drugs, the same as young people get started in 
drugs now, they could not get it in a legal market, would still 
get it from the black market * * * I think the black market 
would welcome legal sale as a means of increasing their own 
market, 
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Dr. Raphael Gamso, medical director of Riverside Hospital in 


New York, who has had experience treating hundreds of juvenile 
addicts, stated: 


I do not think it is practicable * * * I am afraid that if an 


addict had access to free drugs that he would take that and 
still want more. 


Dr. Harris Isbell, addressing himself to the basic assumption of 


clinic proponents that addicts simply take drugs to feel normal and 
forestall withdrawal pains, said: 


The majority of addicts don't want to be normal; they want 
to be what they call *high"—they want to be 'loaded." 
If you provide them with drugs by this single-shot mecha- 
nism at five trips a day, that is just enough to keep the ad- 
c and he will go out and get more so that he can 
get high. 

Not only would the addict fail to maintain his dosage, 
but his teles tendency would go up; indeed, the only 
limit to tolerance is the amount of skin available to inject, 
and the time required to take so many injections. Not only 
would the addict raise his dosage, but he would call for a 
variety of drugs, and all sorts of abuses would grow up. 
They would get their maintained doses from the so-called 
narcotic bars, and then they would go out and buy more on 
the illicit market. Such systems have been set up in various 

arts of the world, and it has been found always that the 
illicit traffic exceeds the legal traffic. 


5. The legalized distribution of free drugs would create new addicts and 
increase the narcotic problem in the United States 
The stated aim of the proponents of the ‘‘clinic plan’”’ is to eradicate 
narcotic addiction. As Dr. Hubert S. Howe testified: 


The objective is to stamp out drug addiction as completely 
as ponis. The crux of these objectives is to diminish the 
number of individuals becoming newly addicted. The 
natural decrease with time in the number of existing addicts 
must not be overbalanced by the formation of new addicts at 
a more rapid rate. Indeed, if the objective of little or no 
addiction is to be achieved, there must be little or no 
formation of new addicts. 


However, this suggestion that the “clinic plan” would be helpful 
in reducing narcotic addiction has been met with the vehement opposi- 
tion of many of the Nation's acknowledged experts on the treatment of 
drug addiction. "Three of these, Dr. Victor Vogel, Dr. Harris Isbell, 
and Dr. Kenneth Chapman, all with firsthand experience treating 
thousands of drug addicts at Lexington and Fort Worth, wrote earlier: 


The proponents of this plan believe that addiction is 
incurable or that treatment is inhumane and that if addicts 
are given the minimum amounts of drugs necessary to 
maintain their addiction lawlessness attendant on contraband 
traffic in narcotic drugs would be eliminated. This reasoning 
is unrealistic, as has been shown by several attempts in 
this country and abroad that have failed. Addicts on 
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such “rations” connive to get more than their allotted 
amount of drugs, so that they can increase their dosage 
and continue to obtain a euphoric effect. They may 
sell, or give away, part of the extra supply so obtained to 
persons who are not addicted. This creates new addicts 
who are potential customers for the contraband market 
and thus increases the problem which the ration plan is 
supposed to abolish. Furthermore, many addicts can be 
treated and learn to live a useful effective life instead of 
one of personal neglect, indolence, and semisomnolence 
which is so typical of the addict. Addiction is "infectious," 
and treatment, rather than support of addiction, is necessary 
to minimize its spread. 

Dr. A. M. MacLeod, director, John Howard Society of Montreal, 
and experienced in the treatment of addicts both in Canada and in 
England, testified that drug addiction is not spread primarily for 
profits, as the advocates of the clinic plan claim, but that it has the 
contagious qualities of a social disease. He stated: 


Without exception every addict whom I had in treatment 
either attempted to give expression to or fought against a 
clearly recognized desire to involve nonaddicts. 

Although it would be logical to assume that the reason for 
such proselytism is the desire to render surer a source of 
supply of the drug, it was my opinion that this activity was 
the outcome of some deeper psychological conflict, and indi- 
cated a perverse inner need of the addict to turn his self- 
destruction drives against those around him as well as 
against himself. 

Drug addicts are predominately sociable people, and they 
cannot stand any degree of social isolation for very long with- 
out attempting to find a suitable companion. As a matter 
of medical interest, I found this desire to make converts much 
more pronounced in the male addicts than in the female 
addicts. 


The subcommittee is convinced that the conclusion advanced by 
Dr. MacLeod is correct, for more than 95 percent of the addicts who 
appeared before the subcommittee stated that the person who first 
introduced them to drugs (1) gave them the drugs free of charge, and 
(2) never tried to sell them drugs at any subsequent time. They all 
claimed that they were addicted through personal contact with 
“friends” or “‘associates.”’ 

It is apparent, therefore, that inherent in the plan for “free drugs” 
is the idea that the Federal Government would be maintaining in soci- 
ety the agent of the contagion—the drug addict himself. 


6. Successful rehabilitation of drug addicts cannot be accomplished under 
the "clinic plan" 

While existing treatment programs insist upon confining the addict 
in the drug-free environment of & hospital for withdrawal of the drug 
prior to any efforts to rehabilitate him in the community, the *'clinic" 
ne" call for keeping the addict on drugs while trying to reha- 

ilitate him. 
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8 TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION OF NARCOTIC ADDICTS 


(a) Rehabilitation will fail if the addict is still using drugs.—The 
subcommittee finds from the overwhelming weight of authority in 
the field, that social rehabilitation of the addict cannot succeed 
while he is using narcotic drugs due, in large measure, to the effect of 
the drug upon the individual. Testifying on this point, Dr. Robert 


H. Felix, Director, National Institute of “Mental Health, emphasized 
that: 


* * * it would be much more difficult to rehabilitate a 
person on narcotics than off * * * Because the addict, when 
he is on drugs, has certainly retreated from the province of 
reality. I feel from what I have seen over the years that 
this would be doomed to failure. 


Dr. Stevenson told the subcommittee that, in his opinion, an indi- 
vidual under the influence of drugs was not a good subject for social 
guidance or psychiatric treatment, because: 


When a person has drugs in his system, drugs are the only 
thing he 1s interested in; that is the only thing he wants. It 
solves all his problems, it removes his ambition, and reduces 
his inhibitions and moral tendencies * * * they are not as 
good people physically and mentally and socially when they 
are on drugs as when they are off drugs. 

They need increasing amounts; their mind is completely 
preoccupied with getting drugs when they are on drugs, and 
their work is, in my opinion, never as of good quality when 
they are using drugs as when they are not using drugs. 

The drug is an intoxicant, and it seems to me it is foolish 
to think that a person who is intoxicated, even in a mild 
degree, is as capable a person or as well adjusted a person as 
a person who is free from an intoxication. 


Addicts who testified before the subcommittee, or who were inter- 
viewed, repeatedly emphasized that the only way to be cured of 
narcotic addiction is absolutely to forego the continued use of drugs. 
They even scoffed at the idea that the addict could be “weaned away,” 
saying that *'it is a matter of the addict making up his mind, once and 
for all.” While this is undoubtedly an oversimplification on the part 
of the addict, it demonstrates that even from his point of view, the 
first step in treatment is to give up drugs or for them to be made 
unavailable through law enforcement. 

(b) Employers would not hire drug addicts as envisaged under th 
clinic plan.—An essential element in the plan to rehabilitate drug 
addicts while they are getting drugs from the clinic would be the 
finding of suitable regular employment. Evidence adduced during 
our investigation shows that one of the most difficult tasks confront- 
ing the drug addict who has returned to his home community from a 
Federal narcotics hospital is to find an employer who will hire him, 
even though he has ceased using drugs and has undergone extensive 
treatment. It is unreasonable to expect that the long-standing dis- 
trust of addicts will change and that employers will be more inclined 
to hire addicts actively using drugs than at present. 

As already stated, an addict should never be given a supply of 
drugs to carry. Therefore, it would be necessary for him to leave his 

ob and report to the clinic 4 or 5 times a day to receive his “shots.” 
Ihe employers, moreover, would undoubtedly be influenced by the 
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fear that the addict would infect others with his drug habit and that 
some employees might resign their jobs and others suffer a lowering 
of morale. 

Employment opportunities would be further limited by the fact 
that, as medical authorities stated, addicts coordinate less well and 
are less reliable when actively using drugs. Dr. Robert H. Felix, 
commenting on this point, said: 


An individual who is taking drugs is less accurate in many 
kinds of operations. He coordinates less well, without 
knowledge of this, for he feels that he is even more acute 
than he really is. So this would be another argument for 
me to keep the person off of drugs. 


N 


7. “Clinics” would maintain drug addiction, as the addict who failed to 
respond to rehabilitation would be given “sustaining” doses for life 
"The *'clinic" plan provides that the drug addict who fails to respond 
to rehabilitation efforts should be given on a permanent basis so-called 
"sustaining" or “‘maintenance” doses of narcotic drugs. This pro- 
posal for thus maintaining narcotic addiction has met with the 
vigorous and virtually unanimous disapproval of the medical pro- 
fession. Dr. James V. Lowry, Medical Director, Public Health 
Service Hospital, Lexington, Ky., emphasizing that the drug addict 
should be treated and not kept in a state of narcotic semisomnolence, 
testified : 


I think my function as a physician is to treat people, not 
to maintain them in a state of disease, and I think in ad- 
ministering narcotic drugs to a person, we cannot forget what 
happens to that person. It is important, particularly in 
people who are married, that one of the things wives tell us 
about the addicted man is that he is sexually impotent and 
he, therefore, loses his function as a male. 

Let us take the woman. If she is addicted and physically 
dependent, she becomes sterile and unable to have any 
children. This sometimes has great significance to the 
husband. 

We see coming into our hospitals many addicts in whom, 
after they have been hospitalized a while and taken off drugs, 
it becomes apparent that they have such illnesses as gastric 
ulcers that they have not been aware of because their whole 
situation has been disguised by the narcotic drugs which they 
have been taking. 

I should also like to point out that if a person receives nar- 
cotic drugs he has every need satisfied in terms of blotting 
out reality. His worries are gone; his cares are gone; his re- 
sponsibilities are gone. 

Now, what you are asking me as a physician is whether 
I want to perpetuate a condition of this kind; and I say, no. 
I am more interested in treating the basic condition of the 
individual, to restore him to health, and so my position is 
perfectly clear. 


Each of Dr. Lowry’s colleagues in the Public Health Service—and 
each with many years experience in treating drug addicts—who 
appeared before us in New York strongly upheld the view that as 
doctors they could not condone dispensing drugs for the purpose 
merely of supporting addiction. 
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Dr. Felix, Director of the National Institute of Mental Health, 
amplified his view in these words: 


I would not administer narcotics for the maintenance of 
addiction to an individual under any other circumstances 
except as a painful illness for which there was no other relief. 

An addict is truly not normal off of drugs. He is not 
normal on drugs. He is a disordered personality in either 
circumstance, and I have not in the years that I have worked 
with these people felt that the administration of narcotics, 
to the individual improved him in any particular, as far as 
psychological and physical health was concerned. 


The final, and perhaps most effective argument against supplying 
drug addicts with narcotics on a “maintenance” basis was made not 
by an opponent of the plan, but by one of its vigorous advocates, Dr. 
Herbert Berger, vice president, New York State Medical Society, 
when he stated: 


A problem put off with narcotics remains unsolved. It 
is still there tomorrow or the next day requiring larger and 
larger doses of narcotics to control. Whatever strength of 
character the addict may have once possessed he loses as he 
everlastingly retreats from the making of decisions. 


8. The “clinic” proposal would necessitate United States withdrawal from 
international treaties, as well as major changes in Federal and 
State laws 

Commissioner Harry J. Anslinger of the Federal Bureau of Narcotics 
testified that the adoption of the “clinic plan” would not only under- 
mine enforcement and spread addiction, but would also be in absolute 
contradiction to responsibilities and obligations assumed by the 
United States in international treaties. It would, moreover, be con- 
trary to our present leading role on the United Nations Commission 
on Narcotic Drugs which is designed to curb narcotic addiction and to 
prevent the international traffic in narcotic drugs. 

In addition, the laws of all the 48 States would have to be changed 
accordingly if the Federal Government were to adopt the program 
envisaged under the “clinic plan.”” It would, therefore, be a com- 
plete turnabout in our present policies and programs which are aimed 
at reducing narcotic addiction in this country to ‘an irreducible 
minimum” and, also, to stamp out the vicious narcotics traffic in 
this country and abroad. 


9. Experiments with similar “narcotic clinics’ in the 1920’s showed 
their abject failure 

The subcommittee gave extensive study to the experience with 
somewhat similar narcotic clinics which were established on an 
experimental basis in the early twenties in some 44 cities in the United 
States. We have concluded that the clinics, as they operated at 
that time, were little more than “filling stations” for drug addicts, 
with little if any emphasis on treatment and ultimate rehabilitation. 

Though drugs were sold at clinics for as little as 2 cents a “shot,” 
the problems arising from addiction did not cease. The addicts soon 
built up a tolerance for the amount of drugs supplied them at the 
clinics and resorted to fraud and trickery to secure larger doses. 
When addicts could not satisfy their cravings with the clinic shots, 
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they turned to illicit sources again. Commissioner Anslinger told the 
subcommittee that records indicate that the illicit traffic increased 
after the opening of the clinics. For instance, in 1 year during 
such period, enforcement officials seized 75,000 ounces of narcotic 
drugs. "Today, they seize about 6,000 ounces annually. On the basis 
of this experience, he predicted that smuggling of narcotics would 
triple if a clinic system were established. 

The material available to the subcommittee indicates that the 
“clinics” attracted criminals and drug addicts from areas where no 
clinics existed, increasing the number of idle, delinquent, and mal- 
adjusted individuals in the cities where ''elinics" were situated, and 
these concentrations inevitably resulted in crime waves. Prostitution 
and other crimes flourished in the areas immediately surrounding 
the clinics. 

As & result of these conditions, the Committee on Narcotic Drugs 
of the American Medical Association wrote in their 1921 report: 


We have given the "clinic" a careful, thorough, as well as 
lengthy trial, and we honestly believe it is unwise to maintain 
it any longer. 
In 1924, the house of delegates of the American Medical Association 
unanimously adopted the following recommendation filed by its 
committee on narcotic drugs: 


Your committee recommends that the American Medical 
Association urge both Federal and State Governments to 
exert their full powers and authority to put an end to all 
manner of such so-called ambulatory methods of treatment 
of narcotic drug addiction, whether practiced by the private 


physician or by “narcotic clinic” or dispensary. 


By 1925, all the clinics were closed and the experiment had proved 
to be a complete failure. 

It should be noted that the same failure has been experienced in 
all other countries which have tried the dispensing of free or cheap 
narcotics to addicts. 


10. The “clinic plan” undermines efforts to prevent drug addiction and 
raises a grave moral issue 


Two important points remain to be considered in an evaluation of 


the “clinic plan.” They are: (1) whether governmental sanction of 


a narcotic clinic would provide drug addiction with a source of official 
respectability, and (2) whether, even if the plan were entirely work- 
able, it is morally desirable to maintain individuals on drugs in a 
perpetual state of disease. 

With regard to the first of these points, the subcommittee is much 
impressed with the arguments of citizens groups and law-enforcement 
officers to the effect that Federal or State sponsorship of such a pian 
would inevitably provide narcotic addiction with a pseudorespecta- 
bility which, ultimately, would tend to increase drug addiction in the 
United States. This point was forcefully presented to the subcommit- 
tee by Mr. Malcolm Wilkey, United States attorney for the southern 
district of Texas, who spent more than a year studying the “clinic” 
proposal: 


Initially, I was considerably impressed. The scheme has 
a plausibility about it that is somewhat misleading. But the 
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more I studied it and the more I looked into the results of the 
plan where they have tried it, the more convinced I have be- 
come that such a step would be a step backward as far as 
the suppression of narcotics is concerned. 

A free clinic plan would remove a very important psycho- 
logical and practical deterrent to drug addiction. As condi- 
tions are now, public opinion scorns drug addicts. The 
average normal citizen has no contact with either drug addicts 
or & source of drug supply. If the average citizen suddenly 
decided to acquire narcotic drugs, unless he were a physician 
or nurse or in some way in contact with a legal supply, he 
would not know where to turn for an illegal source. Once 
we legitimatize distribution of drugs to satisfy a craving for 
narcotics, then we will have given a stamp of legitimacy to 
the heirous habit. Apparently respectable citizens who are 
the victims of the habit now find it advisable to conceal it 
from their most intimate friends. If satisfying a craving for 
drug addictio 1 becomes legal, becomes a topic of conversation 
in normal human intercourse, then many persons who have 
never knowingly come in contact with drug addicts would 
do so, and might be induced to become addicts simply by 
contact and example. 

I do not mean that perfectly normal human beings are 
likely to become drug addicts. But those human beings 
suffering from psychological deficiencies do frequently seek 
drugs to compensate for their psychological deficiencies. If 
these people, who can develop a psychological craving for 
drugs, are forced to go down in the gutter, to consort with 
criminals, shady characters, in disreputable portions of the 
city, they will be much more reluctant to initiate the drug 
habit than if they have the assurance that after all they can 
get it legally, cheaply, through a Government-sponsored 
clinic. 


The crux of the "clinic" proposal ultimately rests, not upon its 
ractical workability, but upon the fundamental moral issue involved. 
Ve have found that narcotic drug addiction is like a communicable 

disease; we have found that the use of narcotic drugs blots out reality, 
ambition, responsibility, reduces inhibitions and moral tendencies, 
and contributes to much of the Nation’s crime; we have found, as one 
of the advocates of the clinic plan stated, that “whatever strength of 
character the addict may have once possessed, he loses as he ever- 
lastingly retreats from the making of decisions;’’ finally, we have found 
that drug addiction causes men to be physically impotent and women 
to be sterile. 

Therefore, the subcommittee believes that it would be absolutely 
immoral to give in to drug addiction and help perpetuate such pitiful 
conditions for the individual human being. We subscribe wholly to 
the belief that we should do everything possible to treat and re- 
habilitate narcotic addicts and that we should not adopt any program 
to give the drug addict “sustaining” doses of narcotics which would 
waintain him in a state of disease. 
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CONCLUSION 


The subcommittee is unalterably opposed to and rejects the “clinic 
plan” proposal for supplying narcotic addicts with free or low-cost 
narcotic drugs. We are opposed to all types of so-called ambulatory 
treatment. We believe that initial treatment must take place within 
a special institution, and that rehabilitation of a drug addict should 
not begin until he is off of narcotic drugs and has undergone extensive 
physical and psychiatric treatment within an institution. We believe 
that attempts to reduce narcotic addiction and to destroy the illicit 
narcotics traffic by giving “free drugs’ to narcotic addicts would be 
an abject failure and, more important, that it would maintain and tend 
to increase the present problem of drug addiction in the United 
States. Finally, we believe the thought of permanently ma ataining 
drug addiction with “sustaining” doses of narcotic drugs to the 
addict to be utterly repugnant to the moral principles inherent in our 
laws and the character of our people. 

The subcommittee is supported in its conclusions and policy by 
other groups which have given intensive study to this particular 
problem. Among them are: 

(a) The Canadian Senate’s Special Narcotics Investigating Com- 
mittee, which reported on June 20, 1955, as follows: 


The committee heard considerable evidence with respect 
to narcotic clinics and ambulatory treatment. The vast 
preponderance of responsible evidence on this subject, both 
oral and written, leads the committee to cenclude that the 
establishment of such clinics or the provision of any other 
legalized supply of drugs for the purpose merely of supporting 
addiction would be a retrograde step. The committee is 
therefore strongly of the opinion that the narcotic drug prob- 
lem cannot be solved by the creation of Government clinics 
where addicts could obtain their supplies. 

The committee unanimously rejects any proposal designed 
to provide legal supplies of drugs to criminal addicts. 


(6) The Commission on Narcotic Drugs of the United Nations, 
which reported at its 10th session: 


* * * in the treatment of drug addiction methods of 


ambulatory treatment and open clinics are not advisable. 


(c) The Committee on Drug Addiction and Narcotics of the 
National Academy of Sciences—National Research Council, which 
adopted the following policy at its 14th meeting, October 1-2, 1954: 


The committee disapproves a policy of legalization of 
administration of narcotics to addicts by established clinics 
or suitably designated physicians because: 

It is impossible to maintain addicts on a uniform level 
of dosage; 

2. Ambulatory treatment of addiction is impossible and 
has been so judged by the American Medical Association 
and other informed groups; 

3. The clinics would facilitate the production of new addicts 
by increasing drug availability; and 

4. The policy is contrary to international conventions 
and national legislation. 
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Ii 


ÀwN APPRAISAL OF THE ExisriNG TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION 
PROGRAM 


The Federal Government operates two world-famed narcotics hos- 
pes. the Public Health Service Hospitals at Lexington, Ky., and 

ort Worth, Tex. The land, plant, and equipment of these two insti- 
tutions represent a total original investment of 10.5 million dollars, 
covering more than 2,000 acres. Estimated operating costs for fiscal 
1957 are $5,328,100. Men and women are treated at Lexington, and 
men only are admitted to the Fort Worth hospital. 

Many of the physicians and scientists assigned to the hospitals are 
internationally known, and they work with the benefit of the finest 
research facilities. The hospitals have pioneered in the development 
of methods of treatment. Here are conducted studies dealing with 
the nature of drug addiction and the abusive use of narcotic drugs, 
while other research aims at finding improved methods of treatment 
and rehabilitation of persons addicted to the use of narcotic drugs. 
These hospitals have beds for 2,313 patients, and 1,574 are now 
reserved for narcotic addicts. During 1955, there were 3,638 addict 
admissions, and during the 20 years the hospitals have been in opera- 
tion more than 35,000 addict-patients have been admitted for treat- 
ment and psychiatric care, for a total of almost 54,000 separate 
admissions. 

These Public Health Service Hospitals, despite a shortage of psy- 
chiatrists and other professional help, are doing highly creditable 
jobs. They withdraw the addicts from drugs; they restore them to 
1ealth physically; and they teach the addicts good work habits and 
train them to be self-supporting. However, if we measure success in 
terms of the number of permanent “cures,” these two important 
institutions, for reasons we discuss below, are failing to accomplish 
their full mission. 


FINDINGS 


EXISTING PROCEDURES AND FACILITIES FOR THE TREATMENT AND 
REHABILITATION OF DRUG ADDICTS ARE INADEQUATE AND REQUIRE 
SUBSTANTIAL IMPROVEMENTS 


1. Less than 15 percent of the victims of drug addiction are being success- 
fully cured today 

Less than 15 percent of the thousands of addict-patients who have 
been treated at Federal narcotics hospitals have remained free of the 
drugs thereafter. One out of every 3 addicts treated comes back for 
another ‘“‘cure”. In fact, 40 percent of the admissions to Lexington 
and Fort Worth are repeaters. This rate of relapse is one of the most 
discouraging aspects of treatment. Addict after addict testified 
before our subcommittee that they had returned to the use of drugs 
within a month or even the day after their release from Lexington 
and Fort Worth, although they spoke highly of the method of treat- 
ment at the hospitals. Even Federal officials in charge of the hospitals 
agree that cures, in the strict medical sense, are presently impossible 
for the vast majority of drug addicts. With young people this is 
especially tragic, for it means a lifetime of slavish addiction to drugs, 
criminal activities to support themselves and their habit, and spreading 
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their addiction to others. This failure cannot be attributed to the 
treatment methods within the institution. Rather, it is the result 
of two main weaknesses: First, poor admission procedures which 
permit voluntary addicts to come and go at will and, second, the utter 
lack of community followthrough programs to receive the addict- 
patient upon his discharge. 


2. Seventy-five percent of the drug addicts who volunteer for treatment in 
Federal narcotics hospitals demand to leave before they fully benefit 
from medical and psychiatric treatment 

Voluntary patients account for two-thirds of the admissions to 

Federal narcotics hospitals. Only 25 percent of these remain for the 

recommended minimum period of 4% months. Of the 75 percent who 

do not stay for the minimum period of treatment, 50 percent leave in 
less than 30 days. Only the one-third admitted under court orders 
are required to remain the full time prescribed by the hospital staffs. 

Commenting on this abnormally high rate of turnover, Dr. Harris 

Isbell, Director of Research, Public Health Service Hospital, Lexing- 

ton, Ky., testified: 


Drug addicts frequently come to the hospital for a very 
superficial reason. Some of them may come there because 
they are mad at a peddler who suddenly raised his prices; 
that is their only reason for coming. Others may come 
simply to get the degree of addiction reduced to where their 
habits [do not cost so much]. Many of them come under 
pressure from their families, not really of their own will, their 
own wish, and accord. 

Addicts are a group who, even in treatment, will vacillate. 
They are very changeable and immature people. One day 
they may be really desiring to get away from addiction. 
This frame of mind may last for a matter of days or weeks, 
then they will have a change of mind. 


Many addicts have been in and out of our Federal narcotics hospitals 
as high as 20 and some as high as 30 times, although never staying 
long enough at any one time to be “cured” of drug addiction. The 
result is a “revolving door” type of operation which is expensive for 
the hospitals, and of very little benefit to the addict-patient and 
the community. 


3. Voluntary admission is a loose, hodgepodge procedure, without Federal 
or State control or supervision 

Because of the voluntary system of admissions, the Federal nar- 
cotics hospitals are processing, and often reprocessing, à continuous 
stream of drug addicts. "Their addiction to narcotic drugs and their 
stay at the Federal hospitals are confidential? In most instances 
State authorities do not know they are under treatment, and the 
Federal authorities are prohibited by law from telling them. This 
prohibition applies not only to disclosing their names to appropriate 
agencies, but.it applies also to clinical data which might otherwise be 
forwarded to community social and welfare agencies to help the addict 
when he returns home. The Federal Government has no followup 
facility for rehabilitation, and the effect of the law is that it even 
prevents the hospital authorities from advising and working with 


* Public Health Service Act (42 U. S. C., 200 (d)) '** * * and the record of his voluntary commitment 
shall be confidential and shall not be divulged.” 


90002*—57 S. Rept., 84-2, vol. 2 78 
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State and municipal agencies in order that a discharged addict- 
patient might receive every opportunity for rehabilitation and, in 
the event of relapse, that he might be promptly recommitted. 

Hospital authorities told the subcommittee that, because of the 
law, they do not know what happens to 2 out of 3 discharged addict- 
patients. They are released upon their own demand to descend upon 
an unsuspecting community like carriers of a contagious disease, 
except that these individuals also plague the community with crime 
to support themselves and, inevitably, their recurring narcotic 
addiction. 


4. State and local treatment facilities are meager, and State courts lack 
authority to commit drug addicis directly to Federal narcotics 
hospitals 

It is a regrettable weakness in the Federal program that permits 
an individual addict from any city or State to volunteer for treatment 
and leave as he wishes, and yet denies to State courts the authority to 
commit an addict to the Public Health Service hospitals, even on a 
reimbursable basis. This is particularly significant when we recognize 
that State and local-treatment facilities are extremely meager. 

Because of the enormous capital investment which would be 
required to establish suitable treatment facilities, only one State, 
New York, has been able to assign a hospital solely to the treatment 
of drug addiction. It is available, however, only to addicts under 21. 

New Jersey has a special narcotics commission working on a new 
set of laws and regulations making it possible for drug addicts to 
receive treatment in the State hospital system. Los Angeles County 
in California has a plan also in process of development which would 
provide treatment in county hospitals. Measures to permit treat- 
e in State institutions are under consideration in California and 

iio. 

Because of the limited State narcotics hospital facilities and, also, 
because of the abuses inherent in the voluntary-type admission in 
the Federal hospitals, many Federal and State authorities told the 
subcommittee that it was a matter of urgency that the Surgeon 
General be authorized to accept in Federal narcotics hospitals, drug 
addicts committed for treatment by State courts. We were cautioned, 
at the same time, that all efforts to cure drug addiction without long- 
term supervision have met with consistent failure and that, conse- 
quently, State commitment authority must depend upon establish- 
ment of local rehabilitation programs. 

Attorney General Jacob K. Javits of New York, chairman of the 
committee on narcotics of the National Association of Attorneys 
General, made several constructive proposals to the subcommittee 
regarding treatment and rehabilitation and ‘presented the following 
resolution by the National Association of Attorneys General which 
was adopted at its meeting at Bretton Woods, September 1955: 


NARCOTIC DRUGS 


Whereas this association, by appropriate resolutions 
adopted at its annual meetings in 1952, 1953, and 1954, estab- 
lished a committee on narcotic drug control, which has sought 
to advance the care, treatment, and rehabilitation of nar- 
cotic drug addicts, and has urged the enactment by the Con- 
gress of legislation to permit the institutionalizing of such 
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addicts in appropriate Federal hospitals upon commitment 
thereto by courts of competent jurisdiction of the States and 
other measures; 

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the 49th annual meeting 
of the National Association of Attorneys General: 

1. Supports the enactment of legislation by the Congress 
now contained in the Payne bill, Senate Joint Resolution 19, 
to permit narcotic addicts committed from the States to be 
treated in the special United States Public Health hospitals, 
subject to reimbursement for the care cost, and urges its 
members to work for such enactment. 

2. Supports the development of a permanent national 
narcotics policy and urges a national review conference to be 
called under the auspices of the Federal Government to con- 
sider means for the coordination of existing Federal and 
State narcotics laws and procedures, stricter enforcement 
of laws dealing with the narcotics traffic, and the establish- 
ment of a program of research into the causes and cure of 
narcotic addiction through the National Institutes of Health, 
with the aid of a national council. 


5. Community followup, or rehabilitation facilities and services for the 
discharged addict-patient are virtually nonexistent 


A major weakness in current efforts to treat and rehabilitate drug 
addicts 1s the almost complete lack of followup or posthospitalization 
facilities on the community level to check upon and aid the addict 
once he leaves the Federal narcotics hospital. The Federal Govern- 
ment does not and should not take the initiative in following through 


hospital care by providing the addict with rehabilitation services after 
he has returned to his home community. This is an area which prop- 
erly calls for action by State and local governments, but it is also one 
in which inaction can completely nullify Federal efforts. Emphasizing 
the vital importance of community followup, Dr. Raphael R. Gamso, 
medical superintendent of Riverside Hospital for juvenile addicts in 
New York City said: 


The period in the hospital is a very important period, but 
the period after return to the community is equally impor- 
tant, probably more so, because when a person leaves the 
hospital he is again subjected to the same forces which caused 
him to use drugs, and if we cannot protect him from those 
forces and help him to sustain himself, he has lost the benefit 
of hospital care, 


The situation as it was described to us by medical authorities, 
enforcement officials, probation officers, and even the addicts the m- 
selves can be summarized as one of rejection and abandonment by 
the home community. ‘This is not solely because they have been 
drug addicts, but because inevitably most of them have criminal 
records, and according to law enforcement opinion and statistics, a 
majority of today’s addict population became involved in law viola- 
tions prior to addiction, 

Some of the specific difficulties encountered by returned addicts in 
New York City and outlined in a special report prepared for the sub- 
committee by Mr. Morris Kuznesof, United States probation officer 
Southern District of New York, are typical of many of the problems 
described to the subcommittee in cities throughout the country: 
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Because, as a rule, the public abhors the addict, his prob- 
lems of adjustment are greater after he returns from the 
hospital, than are other prisoners released from jail. In the 
first place, he cannot let a prospective employer know where 
he has been, or that he is a former user, as addicts are con- 
sidered to be very undependable, unreliable workers. To 
add to his difficulties, the New York State Employment 
Service will not refer any adult individual who has a history 
of narcotics use, presumably for the same reasons. 

The returned addict requires a good deal of help immedi- 
ately after his arrival, If he docs not have a sympathetic 
family, which can supply his needs, he must turn to social 
agencies for help. Private casework agencies have reli- 
giously refused to assist former addicts. Local psychiatrists 
have also refused to accept the cases of addicts, even though 
they were able to pay the fee. 


As long as State and local communities thus fail to provide even 
the minimum aftercare programs, the vast expenditures of funds and 
energy at our Federal narcotics hospitals will be virtually wasted. 
Dr. G. Halsey Hunt, Assistant Surgeon General, USPHS, in his 
testimony before the subcommittee stated: 


It is our increasingly overpowering feeling that hospital 
care is only the first step, and that the local communities to 
which the patients return after they leave the hospital must, 
if treatment is to be successful in any appreciable number of 
patients, pick up the ball and provide facilities for rehabili- 
tation of the individual in his home environment. 


That the failure of the local communities to provide suitable 
followthrough procedures and facilities is mainly responsible for the 
narrow success of Lexington and Fort Worth in obtaining permanent 
cures, is pointed up in the testimony of Dr. Harris Isbell, Director of 
the Addiction Research Center, at Lexington: 


The main weakness we suffer from is the lack of followup 
treatment. A man may come to us and stay for 4% months, 
and a lot of money is spent on him; he then goes back to his 
local community and leaves our jurisdiction. It is hardly 
appropriate for the Federal Government to go into those cities 
en up followthrough facilities and agencies to aid the 
&ddict. 

A man can go through a period of institutional care and 
leave with all the best intentions in the world, returning to 
his community to find there is nothing there for him. He 
cannot get a job, and he has no resources, he has nothing. 
He goes to the social agencies and finds that they are already 
tremendously overburdened with many other problems. 
They are afraid of the addict and will do nothing for him, 
and in order to eat that man almost immediately has to drop 
back into some kind of criminal activity. But the minute 
he goes back into criminal activity, he is going to head back 
to Secs. A person going home after a period of institutional- 
ization * * * needs a great deal of help, support, super- 
vision, which is, I think, properly the responsibility of the 
community. 
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Only two communities—Chicago and Detroit—offer rehabilitation 
services on & local basis. Both of these agencies attempt to help the 
former addict adjust to & normal, drug-free life in the community by 
providing & variety of services. For example, workers help the 
ex-addict find a job, give him financial assistance to tide him over 
until he gets a job and encourage him to talk over his emotional 
problems with professionally trained members of the staff in an 
effort to better understand himself and prevent relapse. The Detroit 
clinic, with two full-time employees and the part-time assistance of a 
psychiatrist, is unable at the present time to offer the comprehensive 
services originally envisioned for the clinic. Its main contribution 
so far has been in the identification of addicts for hospital treatment. 

Experience at these two clinics has already indicated that this 
phase of treatment, like the hospital phase, must contain a strong 
element of coercion to bolster the addicts resolve to stay off drugs. 
Dr. Walter A. Adams, director of the Chicago clinic, in a statement 
prepared for the committee, indicated that almost all of the addicts 
who come to his clinic are poorly motivated to persist in the long-term 
efforts required for successful rehabilitation. Dr. Raphael Gamso not 
only recommended that comprehensive aftercare services be made 
compulsory for released addict patients, but also that such services 
be thought of as a 5- or 6-year program for each patient. 

Federal law may have contributed, at least in some degree, to the 
failure of the States and local communities to adopt programs to aid 
the discharged addict, for as we have stated, even if adequate facilities 
and services were available at the present time, Federal hospital 
authorities would be absolutely prohibited by law from forwarding 
the names and related clinical data to such community agencies. The 


confidential nature of the hospital records, therefore, actually may 
have prevented local communities access to the very information 
essential to them in determining the extent of the problem and, of 
course, the necessity for followthrough facilities. 


6. No facilities exist for isolating the chronic or “incurable” drug addict 

Medical authorities and law enforcement officers repeatedly warned 
of the existence of a “hard core” of chronic or ‘‘incurable’”’ narcotic 
addicts who were neither susceptible to treatment nor isolated to 
prevent the spreading of drug addiction. Dr. Kenneth Chapman, 
consultant, Narcotic Drug Addiction, Community Services Branch, 
National Institute of Mental Health, in his testimony before the 
subcommittee, stated: 


There is a hard core, and this is the group we hear about 
repeatedly, who cause the general feeling that drug addic- 
tion is incurable. It is those people we continually see, those 
people who are continually in the hands of the police, who 
are continually in the hospital, are continually seeking drugs. 
This hard core are the ones we see all the time; they are the 
ones who cast doubt on the possibility of any successful 
treatment. 

é New York Oity has an aftercare clinic which is an adjunct of Riverside Hospital and therefore available 
only to juvenile addicts who have received treatment at Riverside. The Public Health Service also has a 


pilot followup clinic located in New York City, but it is oriented primarily toward gathering information 
and is staffed by 2 social workers, 
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Despite this knowledge—that chronic addicts are not amenable to 
cure, that they infect others with drug addiction, that they habitually 
engage in crime, and that, thus, they are a menace to society, neither 
the Federal nor State Governments has met the threat with special 
facilities for the isolation, or quarantine, of these individuals. The 
danger of the situation is pointed up in testimony by Dr. Isbell, when 
he says: 

A chronic, relapsing addict with a long record might be 
taken in just for withdrawal of drugs; if we feel we can do 
nothing for him we will just take him in for 2 weeks or 30 
days, after which we will discharge him again. 


The pattern is endless, and so is the cost in terms of crime, taxpayer 
dollars, and human havoc. These incurable addicts who have in 
reality lost their power of self-control and who are dangerous to the 
health and welfare of the community not only are habitual criminals 
but also spread their addiction to others, much on the same order as 

ersons with contagious diseases. Experts agree, therefore, that 

oth in his interest and in the interest of community protection, the 
chronic drug addict must be “quarantined” or otherwise confined for 
long periods of time or permanently if relapses continue after releases 
from isolation or confinement. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. That voluntary commitments to the Federal narcotics hospitals 
be abolished and that all admissions be processed through the appro- 
priate district court of the United States for civil type commitment 
requiring a mandatory period of treatment, or by State court commit- 
ments under the conditions hereinafter outlined. 

2. That the Surgeon General be authorized to accept addicts com- 
mitted by a State on a reimbursable basis under State court orders 
requiring a mandatory period of treatment. 

3. That each State be assigned a quota of addict-patients which 
may be committed to Federal narcotics hospitals at any one time, 
therefore assuring that each State has fair and equal opportunity to 
avail itself of the limited facilities. In those few States where the 
number of addicts requiring treatment exceeds the established quota 
of patients at Lexington and Fort Worth, such States should assume 
the responsibility of establishing their own special hospital facilities 
for the treatment of drug addiction. 

4. That States desiring to participate in the commitment program, 
in order to become eligible, must have satisfied the Surgeon General 
that suitable follow-through, or post-hospitalization facilities have 
been established to aid and assist the drug addict upon his discharge 
from the Federal narcotics hospital and to determine any relapse to 
addiction. That the USPHS continue to provide technical and ad- 
visory assistance to States and local communities in developing 
followup programs. 

5. That, for a successful follow-through program, commitment or- 
ders for drug addicts should provide for at least a 3-year probation 
status upon release from Federal hospitals, including mandatory pro- 
visions for regular reporting, ahd physical examinations and for recom- 
mitment upon relapse without the institution of new proceedings. 
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6. That no drug addict be treated at Federal narcotics hospitals 
on more than three occasions, after which, if found to have relapsed 
again to the use of drugs, he should be subject to State or Federal 
proceedings designating him as an habitual narcotic addict and com- 
mitting him to an indeterminate quarantine-type of confinement at a 
suitable narcotics farm which, it is recommended, be established 
with joint Federal-State planning and financing, such arrangement 
to include either: 

a. individual States, or 
b. a group of States entering into a compact for such purpose. 

7. That the Public Health Service Act be amended to authorize 
the divulgence of information relating to narcotic addicts to appro- 
priate Federal and State authorities in charge of treatment and re- 
habilitation programs and to the Federal Bureau of Narcotics. 

8. That the Surgeon General continue and expand, where needed, 
the existing Federal research program into the causes, treatment, and 
rehabilitation of drug addicts, and that annual reports on the progress 
of such research be made to the appropriate committees of the Con- 
gress. 

It should be noted that these recommendations for treatment and 
rehabilitation are not intended as a substitute for criminal confine- 
ment and punishment of those addicts who are convicted of law viola- 
tions. They should pay their debt to society the same as nonaddicts, 
and proper law enforcement and confinement in such instances will do 
much toward minimizing the narcotics traffic and addiction in the 
United States. 

Price DANIEL, Chairman. 
JosePH C. O'MaHOoNEY. 
JAMES O. EASTLAND. 
HERMAN WELKER. 

Joun MansHALL BUTLER. 
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Calendar No. 1878 


BATH CONGRESS SENATE REPORT 
2d Session No. 1856 


IMPROVEMENTS ON PUBLIC LANDS IN THE RAPID 
VALLEY UNITS, SOUTH DAKOTA 


APRIL 25 (legislative day, APRIL 24), 1956.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. AnpeERrson, from the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany 8S. 1622] 


The Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 1622) to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to make payment for certain improvements located on public 
lands in the Rapid Valley units, South Dakota, of the Missouri River 
Basin project, and for other purposes, having considered the same, 
report favorably thereon with the following amendments and with 
the recommendation that the bill, as amended, do pass: 

Page 2, lines 3 to 6, amend section (a) to read as follows: 


The Synod of the Presbyterian Church of South Dakota, 
a South Dakota corporation, a sum of not more than $18,383 
as reimbursable for the removal of its improvements, consti- 
tuting a church camp on parcel numbered 10 and the neces- 
sary relocation thereof.”’ 


This is a perfecting amendment recommended by the Department 
of the Interior. 

Page 3, lines 21 and 22, after “Act’’ strike the following: ‘‘in excess 
of 10 per centum thereof”. 

The purpose of this amendment is to prohibit the payment of any 
attorneys or other fees on account of services in connection with the 
claims provided for in the bill. 


PURPOSE OF THE BILL 


S. 1622 has for its objective the payment to certain church organ- 
izations and iadividuals and the ratification of payments to certain 
other individuals for improvements made on public lands in the 
Rapid Valley unit, South Dakota, of the Missouri River Basin proj- 
ect. The amount involved in the new payments is approximately 
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$39,000, of which the major part is to 2 church organizations, which 
had been encouraged to establish summer camp facilities for the 
accommodation of the publice on lands uader the jurisdiction of the 
United States Forest Service. The lands were subsequently required 
for reservoir right-of-way in connection with Pactola Dam of the 
Rapid Valley unit being constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Under the circumstances, the committee is of the view that the 
cancellation of the permits, after the organizations had been im- 
portuned to make the investments, justified the payment of the 
compensation provided in the bill. The same view applies to the 
individual who held permits for the use of land for summer homes 
subsequently taken by the Bureau of Reclamation for reservoir 
purposes. T'wo of the owners had already been paid the amount of 
their claims when it was held the agency was without authority to 
provide the compensation and the bill as recommended ratifies 
these payments. 

Because of the special character of this legislation, the committee 
is of the opinion that the payment of any attorney or other fees for 
legal services in connection with this legislation is unjustified and 
such payments are specifically prohibited by amendment. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS 
Executive communications relating to S. 1622 are as follows: 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 28, 1955. 
Hon. James E. MURRAY, 

Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Senator Murray: A report has been requested from 
this Department on S. 1622, a bill to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to make payment for certain improvements located on public 
lands in the Rapid Valley unit, South Dakota, of the Missouri River 
Basin project, and for other purposes. 

Enactment of S. 1622 would authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to make payments to certain church organizations and persons who, 
apparently in good faith and, in most instances, prior to the crystalli- 
zation of the Government’s plan to construct the Rapid Valley unit 
of the Missouri River Basin project, placed or acquired improvements 
on Government lands which will be inundated by the Pactola Reser- 
voir, now under construction by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

These Government lands are within ,the Black Hills National 
Forest and for many years have been administered by the United 
States Forest Service. Prior to the reclamation withdrawal, the 
utilization of the lands for recreational purposes was encouraged. 
Special use permits and term permits were issued to the church 
organizations and individuals to construct improvements consisting 
of camps and private cabing, with appurtenances, on the Government 
lands. 

A majority of the people who were issued permits to use these lands 
as recreational and cabin sites appear to have assumed that, after 
obtaining the permits, they had an interest in the land which, though 
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limited, was sufficiently substantial to warrant extensive and, in some 
instances, costly fixed improvements on the land. "This assumption 
was particularly strong in those instances in which the original permits 
were granted prior to the actual withdrawal of the land by the Bureau 
of Reclamation for construction purposes. In some cases, the per- 
mittees have asserted that they were led to believe or assumed that 
the issuance of the permit by the Forest Service actually amounted to 
a long-term or even a 99-year lease to the land, and that, as permittees, 
they would not be disturbed in their use and enjoyment of the land 
without being paid for damages to their improvements as long as they 
complied with the terms and conditions of their permits. In fact 
some field representatives of the Bureau of Reclamation were of this 
erroneous view and executed contracts under which it was agreed to 
pay the parties the amounts set out in S. 1622. With respect to 
parcels Nos. 33 and 34, the payments have been made by the United 
States. 

Except as to parcel No. 10, the amounts set forth in the bill are the 
appraised value of the particular improvements affected. It would 
appear, under these circumstances, to be just and equitable for the 
Government to make payment in the amounts indicated to the organ- 
izations and persons named for the taking or the causing of damage 
to their property. 

With respect to parcel No. 10 (p. 2, lines 3-8), we recommend that 
the language of lines 5 and 6 be amended to read: “than $16,382 as 
reimbursement for the removal of its improvements, constituting a 
church camp on parcel numbered 10, and the necessary relocation 
thereof on other lands.” 

The appraised value of these improvements is $19,673, but negotia- 
tions between the Bureau of Reclamation and the Synod of the Presby- 
terian Church led to agreement on the latter’s part to accept $18,383 
plus the right to salvage the improvements and relocate them. 

We also suggest that on page 2, line 9, the figure “30” be sub- 
stituted for 13” to correct the parcel number. 

With these amendments, we recommend enactment of S. 1622. 

'The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objec- 
tion to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
FreD. G. AANDAHL, 
Assista «i Secretary of the Interior. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. Ca August 29. 1955. 
Hon. James E. Murray, 
Chair man, Committee on Inte rior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Wash ington, D. €. 

My Dran Mn. CnarmmMaN: This is in reply to vour letter of April 6, 
1955, requesting views on S. 1622, a bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to make payment for certain improvements located on 
public lands in the Rapid Valley unit, South Dakota, of the Missouri 
River Basin project, and for other purposes. 

S. 1622 would authorize the Secretary of the Interior to pay, out of 
any moneys available for construction of the Rapid Valley unit, 
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specific amounts to certain church and school organizations and 
persons that constructed or acquired improvements consisting of 
camps, buildings, and private cabins, with appurtenances on national 
forest lands under special permits issued by the Forest Service. 
These lands and improvements will be flooded by impoundment 
of water in the Pactolo Reservoir, now under construction by the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

The Departments of the Interior and Agriculture direct attention 
to the fact that such permits, except the one to Hilda M. Coon which 
is a term permit authorized under provisions of the act of March 4, 
1915, may be revoked at the discretion of the Forest Service. How- 
ever, à majority of the individuals concerned appear to have assumed 
that, after obtaining permits, they had an interest in the land and 
would not be disturbed in its use and the enjoyment of their improve- 
ments without being paid for damages as long as they complied with 
terms and conditions of the permits. The Department of the Interior 
concludes that it would appear, under such circumstances, to be just 
and equitable for the Government to make payments in the amounts 
indicated to the organizations and persons named for the taking or 
causing of damage to their property. ‘The Department of Agriculture 
has no objection to enactment of S. 1622 but points out the facts 
regarding the revocable provisions of the permits issued by the Forest 
Service and that generally in the past it has not been the policy to 
seek authority for payments to permittees whose permits were of the 
revocable type as on this project. 

Accordingly, subject to your consideration of the comments of the 
Departments of Agriculture and Interior, the Bureau of the Budget 
would have no objection to enactment of this measure. 

Sincerely yours, 
Percy Rappaport, Assistant Director. 


O 
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84TH CONGRESS SENATE | REPORT 
2d Session No. 1857 


TERMINATING THE PROHIBITION AGAINST EMPLOY- 
MENT OF MONGOLIAN LABOR IN THE CONSTRUCTION 
OF RECLAMATION PROJECTS 


APRIL 25 (legislative day, APRIL 24), 1956.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. ANDERSON, from the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H. R. 1603] 


The Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, to whom 


was referred the bill (H. R. 1603) to terminate the prohibition against 
emplovment of Mongolian labor in the construction of reclamation 
projects, having considered the same, report favorably thereon without 
amendment and recommend that the bill do pass. 


EXPLANATION OF THE BILL 


H. R. 1603 seeks to remove the prohibition in the reclamation law 
of 1902 (32 Stat. 389) against the employment in the construction of 
reclamation projects of Mongolian labor. 

The words ‘‘and no Mongolian labor shall be employed thereon" 
were attached to a proviso in the Reclamation Act 54 years ago 
establishing the 8-hour working day on reclamation construction. 
No legislative history is available on the basis for the prohibition. 

Whatever may have been the occasion for its inclusion in the law, 
the committee concurs with the recommendation in House Report 1502 
“that this archaic provision has no place on the Federal statute books 
of today.” 

House Report 1502, including a recommendation by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior favorable to repeal of the provision, is incorporated 
by reference as a part of this committee’s report. 
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CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with subsection (4) of Rule XXIX of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill H. R. 
1603, as introduced, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to 
be omitted is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in 
italics, existing law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman): 


ACT or JuNE 17, 1902 (32 Srar. 389) 


Sec. 4. That upon the determination by the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior that any irrigation project is practicable, he may cause to be let 
contracts for the construction of the same, in such portions or sec- 
tions as it may be practicable to construct and complete as parts of 
the whole project, providing the necessary funds for such portions or 
sections are available in the reclamation fund, and thereupon he shall 
give public notice of the lands irrigable under such project, and limit 
of area per entry, which limit shall represent the acreage which, in 
the opinion of the Secretary, may be reasonably required for the sup- 
port of a family upon the lands in question; also of the charges which 
shall be made per acre upon the said entries, and upon lands in private 
ownership which may be irrigated by the waters of the said irrigation 
project, and the number of annual installments, not exceeding ten, in 
which such charges shall be paid and the time when such payments 
shall commence. The said charges shall be determined with a view 
of returning to the reclamation fund the estimated cost of construction 
of the project, and shall be apportioned equitably: Provided, That in 
all construction work eight hours shall constitute a day’s work [[, and 
no Mongolian labor shall be employed thereon J. 


O 
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APRIL 25 (legislative day, APRIL 24), 1956.—Ordered to be printed 
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Mr. Porrzn, from the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, submitted the following 







REPORT 


[To accompany S. 3524] 








The Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 3524) to give effect to the Convention on Great 
Lakes Fisheries signed at Washington, September 10, 1954, and for 
other purposes, having considered the same, report favorably thereon 
with amendments and recommend that the bill, as amended, do pass. 
The amendments are as follows: 
On page 2, line 20, after “Lakes” insert a comma and the following: 
of whom one shall be an official of a Great Lakes State i 
On page 2, line 23, strike out 'may" and insert in lieu thereof 
“shall” 
On page 3, line 2, after “shall” insert: 
make its selections for each State from a list proposed by the 
Governor of that State; and shall 










































PURPOSE 





OF THE BILL 
The bill is designed to give effect to the Convention on Great Lakes 
Fisheries, signed at Washington, September 10, 1954. 

The Great Lakes Convention was negotiated in order to meet two 
serious problems in the lakes fisheries. 

The urgent problem is the eradication of the sea lamprey—an 
eel-like predator, about 18 inches long, which has destroyed the trout 
and whitefish completely in Lakes Huron and Michigan. By 1955 it 
had cut back the Lake Michigan trout catch by about 2 million | 
pounds a year, and now threatens the very existence of Superior | 
trout and whitefish fisheries. This ‘‘vampire eel’’ costs United States 
and Canadian fishermen more than $5 million each year in trout alone. 
The creature spawns in streams emptying into lakes on both sides of 
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the border. Treaty arrangements with Canada are imperative if 
restrictive measures are to succeed. 

The second great requirement for lakes fisheries is to coordinate and 
promote research. Federal, State, and Canadian agencies to the 
number of 11 are now engaging in research on the lakes, and it is com- 
monsense to coordinate their efforts in order to seek a solution to many 

roblems which harass the lake fishermen. For example, the catch in 
ake fisheries has remained constant through the years but “‘trash fish’’ 
have slowly but surely been supplanting the better grade of food fish. 
The shifting trends in abundance of the various species are not vet 
explained and cannot be anticipated. Seasonal plans of commercial 
fishermen must be made on a hit-or-miss basis. 

The passage of the bill immediately is imperative. "The Fish and 
Wildlife Service has seventy-odd lamprey-control devices—electrical 
and mechanical—operating in the area now. It has spent more than 
$1,500,000 in the last 6 years on this lamprey program. The Service 
loses its authority July 1, 1956, at which time it is planned for the 
Commission to take over. Unless the bill is passed soon allowing for 
appropriations for the Commission, there may be a lapse in operation 
of the electrical and other devices on July 1. "This would cancel out 
to a large extent the efforts of the past 3 years of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service because even a momentary cessation of the blocking devices 
in the streams would permit enough lampreys to move up the streams 
and spawn to undo the work of several years. 

The House, it is understood, will entertain a request for appropria- 
tions as soon as either the Senate or the House enacts implementing 
legislation. 

S. 3524 is similar in most respects to the implementing statutes of 
our other international fishery conventions such as the Halibut, 
Sockeye, Salmon, Tuna, and North Pacific Conventions. It estab- 
lishes a United States section of three unpaid Commissioners to be 
appointed by the President, and provides for appointment of a United 
States advisory committee. 

The research aspects of the Convention and bill are also similar to 
those of the Tuna and North Pacific Conventions; that is, research is 
expected to be carried out by the Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
eight Great Lakes States (and by Canadian agencies) under the 
coordination of the Commission. 

The proposed bill is new in this respect: it vests in the United 
States section the authority in United States territory to acquire land, 
and to construct, maintain, and operate lamprey-control devices on 
streams emptying into the Great Lakes. These construction and 
operation functions will be carried through in the United States, it 
is expected, by the Fish and Wildlife Service under contract to the 
Commission. 

PURPOSE OF THE AMENDMENTS 


These amendments were originally proposed by the Council of State 
Governments and have been concurred in by representatives of the 
Department of State. 

The first amendment provides that 1 of the 3 United States Com- 
missioners shall be an official of a Great Lakes State. 

The second amendment makes it mandatory for the United States 
section (the United States Commissioners on the Commission) to 
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appoint an advisory committee for each of the Great Lakes. In the 
bill as introduced, the appointment of such a committee was per- 
missive. 

The third amendment provides that in making the appointments to 
the advisory committee for each of the Great Lakes, the persons ap- 
pointed to represent a State bordering on the lake shall be selected 
from a list proposed by the Governor of that State. 


O 
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84rH. CoNanEss SENATE REPORT 
9d Se ssion No. 1859 


COMPUTATION OF THE MARITIME OPERATING SUBSIDY 
10-YEAR RECAPTURE ACCOUNTING PERIOD 


APRIL 25 (legislative day Aprit 24), 1956.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. Macnuson, from the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H. R. 4118) 


The Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, to whom was 
referred the bill (H. R. 4118) to amend section 606 (5) of the Merchant 


Marine Act, 1936, d to the computation of the 10-vear recap- 
ture period, having considered the same, report favorably thereon 
without amendment, and recommend that the bill as reported do pass. 


PURPOSE OF THE PILL 


Section 606 (5) of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, as amended, 
requires that each subsidized ship operator make a periodie accounting 
of his operations, on a cumulative basis, and that one-half of any prof- 
its earned during the period, in excess of 10 percent of the investment 
capital necessarilv e mployed i in the operation of the subsidized vessels, 
be recaptured to the Government—but not to exceed the total amount 
of subsily received by the operator during the period involved. 1t is 
further provided that the operator’s subsidy recapture period shall 
terminate at the end of 10 years of subsidized operations, or when the 
operating differential subsidy contract terminates, if this occurs before 
the end of any such 10-year period. Thus, under the present statute, 
termination of the subsidy contract ends the recapture period even if 
subsidized operations continue under a new ¢ontract 

Difficulties arise for this reason in the carrying out of the vessel 
replacement programs required by the operating differential subsidy 
contracts... Operators are reluctant to make huge replacement com- 
mitments without long-term subsidy contract protection. H. R. 4118 
would meet this problem by providing authority to terminate existing 
contracts and to enter into new longer term subsidy contracts covering 
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both old vessels and new construction without cutting short the 
current recapture periods. 

The problem involved, the Maritime Administrator stated at the 
hearing on the bill, can be handled satisfactorily under an opinion by 
the Comptroller General when the existing subsidy contract would 
terminate at about the same time as the construction of the first new 
replacement vessel is completed. In such a situation, he pointed out, 
a standby subsidy contract could be entered into when construction 
of the new vessel is begun. Under this standby contract operations 
would begin when the first new vessel is completed, the old subsidy 
contract would be terminated, and the unreplaced vessels covered 
under the old contract would be covered under the new contract by 
addendum. However, the Administrator declared, when the recapture 
period under the existing subsidy contract will still have a long 
period to run after the first of the replacement vessels is completed, 
the problem cannot be handled satisfactorily under existing law. 
H. R. 4118 would meet this problem, he said, by providing that 
termination of the subsidy contract shall not terminate the recapture 
period. 

In the view of the Maritime Administrator, H. R. 4118— 


would make it possible to carry out the intent of Congress to 
promote the merchant marine by means of contracts with 
the operators for (1) a 10-year period in which to offset 
profits and losses for recapture purposes, and (2) an oper- 
ating-differential subsidy contract of long enough duration 
to protect the contractor’s investment in new vessels on a 
realistic and reasonable basis. 


This view is supported by the Comptroller General who, in his 
report to the committee on the bill, states that “the proposal appears 
to be consonant with the objectives of the Merchant Marine Act of 
1936” and recommends favorable consideration. 

Mr. C. D. Gibbons, testifying in support of the bill for the Com- 
mittee of American Steamship Lines, the American Merchant Marine 
Institute, Inc., and the Pacific American Steamship Association, 
suggested that the bill be amended to insure that concurrent operating 
differential subsidy contracts, when authorized, would not be excluded 
from the provisions of H. R. 4118. He stated that industry had 
requested the Federal Maritime Board to give consideration to a 
system of concurrent contracts with consolidated accounting so that 
an operator, if he desired, might replace his vessels by trade routes, 
thus providing a 20-year contract term for each group of vessels 
replaced instead of a 20-year term for the first group and shorter 
terms for vessels built thereafter. 

The Federal Maritime Board, by letter dated March 16, 1956, 
attached, objected to the proposed amendment as being premature 
and subsequently advised the committee that the GAO, under date 
of March 16, 1956, had stated *'that consolidation of separate con- 
tracts for accounting purposes would not be legal under the pro- 
visions of Title VI of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936.” 

The committee recognizes the serious problems faced by ship 
operators in financing vessel replacements and is sympathetic to pro- 
posals which would minimize the risks involved. The opinion of the 
General Accounting Office respecting the practicability of accounting 
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procedures complicates the issue so that the committee considers it 
would be inappropriate at this time to make a specific finding on the 
merits of the industry amendment. Accordingly, the committee 
does not recommend adoption of the amendment but wishes to make 
clear that its decision is without prejudice. 

The reports of the Department of Commerce and the Comptroller 
General, recommending favorable consideration of the bill are ap- 
pended; also that of the Department of the Navy, offering no objection 
to enactment. 

Letters from the Maritime Administrator, dated March 16, 1956, 
and March 23, 1956, commenting upon the amendment proposed 
by the de of the shipping industry at the public hearing 
on the bill, are likewise appended. 

No governmental or other objection to enactment was received by 
the committee. 

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with subsection (4) of rule XXIX of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill, 
reported, are shown as follows (new matter is printed in italics, matter 
proposed to be omitted in brackets, existing law in which no change is 
proposed is shown in roman): 


Sec. 606. * * * (5) [that when at the end of any ten-year 
period during which an operating-differential subsidy has 
been paid, or when prior to the end of any such ten-year 
period the contract shall be terminated, if the net profit of 
the contractor on his subsidized vessels and services incident 
thereto during such period or time (without regard to capital 
gains and capital losses), after deduction of depreciation 
charges based upon a twenty-vear life expectancy of the 
subsidized vessels, has averaged more than 10 per centum 
per annum upon the contractor’s capital investment neces- 
sarily employed in the operation of the subsidized vessels, 
services, routes, and lines, the contractor shall pay to the 
United States an amount equal to one-half of such profits 
in excess of 10 per centum per annum as partial or complete 
reimbursement for operating-differential subsidy payments 
received by the contractor for such ten-year period, but the 
amount of excessive profit so recaptured shall not in any 
case exceed the amount of the operating-differentia! subsidy 
payments theretofore made to the contractor for such period 
under such contract and the repayment of such reimburse- 
ment to the Commission shall be subject to the provisions 
of section 607;] that when at the end of any ten-year period 
during which an operating-differe ntial subisdy has been paid 
under a contract or consecutive contracts (such period to be 
computed from the end of the operator’s last completed recapture 
period regardless of its duration, or from the beginning of 
subsidized operations if the operator has not previously com- 
pleted a recapture period), or when prior to the end of such 
ten-year period subsidized operations shall be finally te rminated, 
if the net profit of the contractor on his subsidized vessels and 
services incident thereto during such period or time (without 
regard to capital gains and capital losses), after deduction of 
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depreciation charges based upon a life expectancy of the subsi- 
dized vessels determined as provided in section 607 (b), has 
averaged more than 10 per centum per annum upon the con- 
tractor’s capital investment necessarily employed in the operation 
of the subsidized vessels, services, routes, and lines, the contractor 
shall pay to the United States an amount equal to one-half of 
such profits in excess of 10 per centum per annum as partial 
or complete reimbursement for operating-differential subsidy 
payments rece ived by the contractor for such recapture pe riod, 
but the amount of excessive profit so recaptured shall not in 
any case exceed the amount of the operating-differential subsidy 
payments theretofore made to the contractor for such period 
under such contract or consecutive contracts and the repayment 
of such reimbursement to the Commission shall be subject to 
th provisions of section 607 ; 

Sec. 2. Each ope rating- li fferi ntial subsidy contract in force 
on the dat of enactment of tha Ls Ai T shall, i] the sul bsidized 
contractor consents. bi amended to confor m to the provisions 01 
Sf ction 606 of the Mi re hant Ma ine d let, 1936, as amé ndi d by 
section 1 of this Act. 


THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, July 28, 1 
Ion. Warren G. MaAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Con mittee on Inte rstate (17 d Agh iq Con merce 
Unite 7 States Senate. Wash ington, D. 


Dear Mr. Cuarrman: This letter is in aaa to your request of 
July 7, 1955, for the views of this Department with respect to H. R. 
4118, an act to amend section 606 (5) of the Merchant Marine Act, 
1936, relating to the computation of the 10-year recapture period. 

The bill would amend section 606 (5) of the Merchant Marine Act, 
1936, to provide that termination of the subsidy contract shall not 
eut short the 10-year recapture period if subsidized operations con- 
tinue under a new contract. 

Section 606 (5) provides that the operator’s recapture period shall 
terminate at the end of 10 years of subsidized operations, or when the 
operating-differential subsidy contract terminates if that contract 
terminates during the 10-year period. Under this section, termina- 
tion of the subsidy contract ends the recapture period even if sub- 
sidized operations continue under a new contract. 

The provision for termination of the recapture period causes prob- 
lems in carrying out re plac ement progr ams as required by the operat- 
ing-differential subsidy contracts. These contracts at this time have 
too short a period to run to afford substantial protection to the operator 
for his investment in replacement vessels. Termination of these 
contracts, before construction of the new vessel is begun, by agree- 
ment of the operator and the Federal Maritime Board and execution 
of new longer term contracts (covering both the old and new vessels) 
would result, under section 606 (5), in termination of the recapture 
period. Termination at such time might, if recapture alone is con- 
sidered, in some cases be unduly advantageous to the United States 
and in other cases unduly advantageous to the operator. 

Under an opinion issued by the Comptroller General, this problem 
can be handled satisfactorily if the existing subsidy contract will expire 
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or terminate by its terms at about the same time as the construction 
of the first new replacement vessel is completed. This can be done 
by entering into a standby subsidy contract when construction of the 
new vessel is begun, under which operations will begin when the first 
new vessel is completed, at which time the old subsidy contract will be 
terminated and the unreplaced vessels covered thereunder added to 
the new contract by addendum. In this way the operator will have 
a standby operating-subsidy contract covering the new vessels when 
construction is begun on those vessels, and still the 10-year recapture 
period under the existing contract will not be apprec 'iably shortened. 

When the recapture period under the existing subsidy contract, 
however, will still have a considerable period to run after the first of 
the replacement vessels is completed, the problem cannot be handled 
satisfactorily under existing law. The bill would meet this problem 
by providing that te rmination of the subsidy contract shall not ter- 
minate the recapture period. his would enable the operator and the 
Federal Maritime Board, before construction is begun on the new 
vessels, to terminate existing subsidy contracts by agreement and to 
enter into new longer term subsidy contracts covering the old and new 
vessels without cutting short the current recapture periods. The 
legislative history of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, appears to show 
that Congress intended that the Federal Maritime Board should be 
authorized to contract with the operator for a full 10-vear period in 
which to set off profits against losses for recapture purposes if he re- 
mained a subsidized operator so long, and for a subsidy contract of 
long enough duration to furnish substantial protection for the oper- 
ator’s investment in new vessels. 

Section 606 (5) of the 1936 act was amended in 1938, following the 
Kennedy Economic Survey of the American Merchant Marine (No- 
vember 10, 1937), by the act of June 23, 1938 (52 Stat. 953, at 960) 
to change the maximum tea ptura period from 5 years to 10 years. 
In the committee reports on the bills which were enacted as the 1938 
amendments, the committee stated that the purpose of the change 
was to attract private capital to the maritime industry by adapting 
the recapture period to the cyclical nature of the steamship business. 
Five years was considered too short to cover the cycle. On the basis 
of the history of the industry, the 5 years might fall in a period of 
large profits or entirely in a period of heavy e On the other 
hand, it was considered that a period of 10 years would cover the 
usual cycle in the steamship business. There is no intimation in the 
committee reports that it was contemplated that a subsidized operator, 
while he continued to be subsidized, should ever have less than 10 
years in which to set off profits and losses against each other. 

In the drafting of the 1936 act recapture provisions, it appears that 
the termination of the recapture period was inadvertently tied to 
termination of the subsidy contract. Section 606 (5) of the 1936 act 
historically was derived from an earlier draft bill of the Senate (sec. 
34 (7) of the Guffey bill; H. R. 8555, April 24 (calendar day, May 4), 
1936). This draft bill would have required that the operating- ditier- 
ential subsidy contract provide that, when at the end of any 3-yea 
period during which an operating-differential subsidy was paid, the 
net profit of the operator for such period exceeded a return of 10 
percent per annum on his capital necessarily employed, recapture of 
the subsidy paid should be made from one-half of such excess profits. 
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This draft would not have required that the recapture period end if 
the contract expired before the end of the 3-year period while the 
operator continued subsidized operations under a new contract. The 
divides defect of the draft, however, is that it did not provide for 
recapture if the operator ceased to be a subsidized operator before 
the end of the 3-year period. 

A comparison of the Guffey bill with section 606 (5) of the 1936 
act shows that the changes made to obtain section 606 (5) of the 
1936 act were (1) to make the recapture period 5 instead of 3 years, 
and (2) to include a provision for termination of the recapture period 
upon termination of the contract. 

There was a need to provide for recapture on the basis of an 
abbreviated recapture period if during the 5-year period the operator 
ceased to be a subsidized operator. There was no need, however, to 
provide for cutting short the recapture period merely because the 
contract terminated if a new subsidy contract covering the same 
services, routes, and lines were entered into. It probably was not 
contemplated that the subsidy contract would ever terminate while 
the operator continued to be subsidized, except at the end of a re- 
capture period. There would be no reason to cut short the recapture 
period while subsidized operations continued. That the statute was 
drafted so as to cause this result appears to have been an inadvertence, 
rather than a deliberate and considered policy. 

When the 1938 amendments were passed, it was plainly intended 
that an operator who constructed a vessel with the aid of a construc- 
tion subsidy should have an operating-subsidy contract with a long 
enough term to protect his investment. It was on this premise that 
the act was amended to provide that, if the United States broke the 
subsidy contract without cause, the operator could transfer his vessels 
foreign. This would place him in the same position as though he had 
originally built his vessels abroad without subsidy for foreign-flag 
operation. 

The bill would make it possible to carry out the intent of Congress 
to promote the merchant marine by contracting with the operators 
for (1) a 10-year period in which to offset profits and losses for recap- 
ture purposes, and (2) an operating-differential-subsidy contract of 
long enough duration to protect the contractor’s investment in new 
vessels on a realistic and reasonable basis. 

In view of these considerations, the Department of Commerce 
recommends favorable consideration of the bill. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that it would interpose no 
objection to the submission of this letter to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
SINCLAIR WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, July 22, 1955. 


Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate. 
Dear Mr. Craarman: Reference is made to your letter of July 7, 
1955, acknowledged by our letter of July 8, enclosing copies of H. R. 


airfare an 
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4118 and S. 2429, 84th Congress, 1st session, and requesting our views 
on the proposed measures. 

This report relates to H. R. 4118, entitled, *An act to amend 
section 606 (5) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, relating to the 
computation of the 10-year recapture period. "^A separate report is 
being furnished on S. 2429. 

As originally enacted, section 606 (5) provided for a 5-year recap- 
ture accounting period. By the act of June 23, 1938 (52 Stat. 953, 
960), the Congress increased the period to 10 years because the longer 
period was considered more nearly related to the cycles of prosperity 
and pn experienced by the maritime industry. Consequently, 
section 606 (5) now provides that if, at the end of any 10-vear period 
during which operating-differential subsidy has been paid under a 
contract, the cumulative net profits from subsidized operations exceed 
10 percent per annum of the capital necessarily employed in such 
operations, one-half of the excess net profits—but not to exceed the 
total amount of the subsidy payments—is to be recaptured by the 
Government. However, as indicated in our decision of August 23, 
1954 (B-120594, 34 Comp. Gen. 99, copy attached), the present law 
also requires that, upon termination of an existing subsidy contract, 
a recapture accounting must be had at that time, even though the 
10-year cycle has not been completed, and despite the continuance of 
the subsidized relationship under a replacement, or consecutive, con- 
tract. The operators reportedly object to having the 10-year cycle 
cut short by termination of their existing contracts in advance of the 
close of such period. 

Pursuant to their vessel replacement obligations under operating- 
differential subsidy contracts, operators are sometimes confronted, 
near the end of their existing subsidy contracts, with the necessity 
for investing millions of dollars in new vessels for routes and services 
which, by reason of foreign competition, cannot be serviced by Ameri- 
can-flag vessels at anyw here near a breakeven basis without the aid 
of Government subsidy. The operators feel that such investments 
would be extremely poor business risks unless they had long-term 
operating-differential subsidy contracts covering the new vessels. 

The amendment would cut short the 10-year recapture accounting 
period only when the operating-differential subsidy relationship be- 
tween the Government and the operator is terminated. It would 
avoid cutting the 10-year recapture period short when the existing 
contract is terminated before the end of such period for the purpose 
of continuing the subsidy relationship under a consecutive contract. 

In view of the legislative history of the amendment to section 606 (5) 
by the act of June 23, 1938, and inasmuch as the proposal appears to 
be consonant with the objectives of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, 
we recommend favorable consideration of the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy, 
OFFICE OF THE JUDGE ÅDVOCATE GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., October 10, 1955 
Hon. WannEN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Se nate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CuarrMan: Your request for comment on the bill H. R. 
4118 to amend section 606 (5) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, 
relating to the computation of the 10 year recapture period passed 
by the House of Representatives on July 5, 1955, has been assigned to 
this Department by the Secretary of Defense for the preparation of a 
report thereon expressing the views of the Department of Defense. 

The purpose of this measure is to relieve the owner of a vessel 
operated under an operating-differential subsidy from the necessity 
of computing the profits to be recaptured when the contract is ter- 
minated and another contract entered into prior to the termination of 
the 10 year recapture period. 

The bill does not effect a basic change in the recaputre of excess 
profits under operating-differential subsidy contracts and offers a 
simplified solution to the problem of termination of the recapture 
period due to the termination of the subsidy contract, which problem 
is currently solved by cumbersome administrative procedure 

In view of the foregoing, the Department of the Navy, on behalf 
of the Department of Defense, interposes no objection to the enactment 
of H. R. 4118. 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense 
in accordance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Department of the Navy has been advised by the Bureau of the 
Budget that there is no objection to the submission of this report on 
H. R. 4118 to the C ongress. 

For the Secretary of the Navy 

Sincerely yours, 
Ira H. NUNN, 
Rear Admiral, USN, Judge Advocate General of the Navy. 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
MARITIME ÅDMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., March 16, 1956. 
Re H. R. 4118, amendment of section 606 (5) of Merchant Marine 
Act, 1936, as amended. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CuatrMan: At the hearing before your Subcommittee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries March 12, 1956, on H. R. 4118, 
you requested the comments of the Maritime Administration relative 
to the amendment to that bill urged by C. D. Gibbons, chairman, 
finance subcommittee, of the Committee of American Steamship Lines 
in his testimony. He suggested the insertion of the words ‘‘or con- 
current contracts” before the parenthesis in line 8 of page 1 and before 
the word “and” in line 21 of page 2 of H. R. 4118. 
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If the term “concurrent contracts” is intended to cover only con- 
tracts with the same operator beginning and expiring on the same dates, 
no particular problem would arise from such amendment. Here the 
recapture periods would be coterminous. However, if the term **con- 
current contracts” is intended to cover all operating-differential sub- 
sidy contracts with a single operator that may at any time be oustand- 
ing regardless of beginning and terminating dates, then complete 
confusion would result from such an amendment. If consolidated 
accounting of separate contracts is permitted, a serious question will 
arise as to when a 10-year recapture period ends. What date would 
control? If there can be no consolidated accounting, the proposed 
amendment would serve 10 useful purpose and only lead to misunder- 
standing and confusion. 

The Comptroller General has pending before him for consideration 
a request of the Maritime Administration for an opinion as to whether 
separate contracts may be consolidated for accounting purposes. 
Accordingly, until this question is resolved, it would seem premature, 
at least, to adopt the proposed amendment. 

The Maritime Administration recommends against the proposed 
amendment. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLARENCE G. MORSE, 


Maritime Administrator. 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
MARITIME ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., March 23, 1956. 
Re H. R. 4118, amendment of section 606 (5) of Merchant Marine 

Act, 1936, as amended 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 

Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Fore ign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Cuatrman: We refer to our letter of March 16, 1956, 
in which we commented upon the amendment to the captioned act 
urged by Mr. C. D. Gibbons, chairman, finance subcommittee, of the 
Committee of America Steamship Lines. 

In our letter we advised that the Comptroller General had pending 
before him for consideration a request of this agency for an opinion 
as to whether separate contracts may be consolidated for accounting 
purposes. We now wish to advise that we have received a reply 
(D-125235) under date of March 16, 1956, from the Comptroller 
General of the United States which advises that consolidation of 
separate contracts for accounting purposes would not be legal under 
the provisions of title VI of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936. 

In view of the Comptroller General’s opinion, the amendment 
proposed by Mr. Gibbons would appear to be entirely improper. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLARENCE G. Morss, 
Maritime Administrator. 


O 
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9d Session No. 1860 
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COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY OFFICERS AUTHORIZED 
TO ACT AS NOTARIES IN ISOLATED AREAS 


APRIL 25 (legislative day, APRIL 24), 1956.—0Ordered to be printed 


Mr. Maanuson, from the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany S. 3266] 


The Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, to whom was 
referred the bill (S. 3266) to authorize officers of the Coast and Geo- 
detic Survey to act as notaries in places outside the continental limits 
of the United States and in Alaska, having considered the bill, re- 
ort favorably thereon, with amendments, and recommend that the 
bill as amended, do pass. 


AMENDMENTS 


Delete from the title the words “the continental limits" and “and 
in Alaska”. 

Page 1, line 3, after the word *'that," delete the words *in Alaska 
and"; and after the word *'places" delete the following **bevond the 
continental limits of the United States" and insert in lieu thereof the 
words: 


where the Coast and Geodetic Survey is serving which are 
not within the jurisdiction of any one of the several States. 
At the end of section 1, add the following: 

'The powers hereby conferred shall be limited to acts per- 
formed in behalf of the personnel of the Coast and Geodetic 
Survey or in connection with the proper execution of the 
functions of that agency. 


PURPOSE OF THE BILL 


S. 3266 as amended in committee would authorize the commanding 
officers of Coast and Geodetic Survey vessels and certain other officers 
of the bureau to exercise notarial powers in the pursuance of their 
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work in isolated areas, outside the jurisdiction of the several States, 
where a notary may not be available, or where a great deal of time, 
expense, or interruption of work would be involved in reaching a 
notary. Similar powers are now provided by law to certain officers of 
the United States Coast Guard. 

As pointed out by the Secretary of Commerce, in his statement 
accompanying the request for introduction of the bill, vessels and 
work parties of the Coast and Geodetic Survey frequently carry on 
their activities in remote areas, for as much as 6 months at a time. 
When, under such circumstances, the services of a notary are required, 
in the attestation of deeds, papers, oaths, and so forth, time may be 
lost, or activities disrupted, in securing the necessary official verifi- 
cation. Presence of an accredited official in such circumstances would 
effect savings in transportation expenditures and through improved 
efficiency of operation, 


PURPOSE OF THE AMENDMENTS 


In its report upon the bill, the Department of State questioned the 
wisdom of such a broad conferral of powers as the bill proposed, citing 
the importance of a careful definition of the powers to be granted 
officers of a Federal agency who may find themselves, in the course of 
their duties or otherwise, within areas of foreign sovereignty. Such 
care is necessary, the Department stated, to avoid misunderstandings 
with foreign governments, violations of their laws, or possible abuses 
of official authority. 

In line with its experience in such matters, the Department of 
State suggested several amendments, which the committee has 
adopted, to limit the exercise of the notarial powers conferred to those 
areas where the Coast and Geodetic Survey is serving, and to acts 
performed in connection with such activities. The substitute lan- 
guage limiting the areas where these notarial powers may properly be 
exercised to places “where the Coast and Geodetic Survey is serving 
which are not within the jurisdiction of any one of the several States", 
would provide for possible future situations where areas beyond the 
limits of this continent, such as Hawaii, might attain statehood. 

The letter and accompanying statement of the Secretary of Com- 
merce requesting introduction of the bill, and the report of the De- 
partment of State are appended hereto, together with the report of 
the Comptroller General, recommending favorable consideration of the 
bill. 

No Government or other objection was received by the committee. 


THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, D. C., February 1956. 
Hon. Ricuanp M. Nixow, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Presipent: The Department recommends to the Con- 
gress for its consideration the attached draft of a proposed bill to 
authorize officers of the Coast and Geodetic Survey to act as notaries 
in places outside the continental limits of the United States and in 
Alaska. 


Ma serico 
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There are also attached four copies of the statement of purpose and 
need in support thereof. 

We have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that it would 
interpose no objection to the submission of the draft legislation to the 
Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 


SINCLAIR WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce. 





A BILL To authorize officers of the Coast and Geodetic Survey to act as notaries 
in places outside the continental limits of the United States and in Alaska 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That in Alaska and in places 
beyond the continental limits of the United States, commanding 
ofħcers of Coast and Geodetic Survey vessels, and such other officers 
of the Coast and Geodetic Survey as the Secretary of Commerce may 
designate, may exercise the general powers of a notary public in the 
administration of oaths for the execution, acknowledgment, and 
attestation of instruments and papers, and the performance of all 
other notarial acts. 

SEC. 2. No fee of any kind shall be paid to any officer for the 
performance of any notarial aet herein authorized. "The signature 
without seal together with indication of grade of any officer performing 
any notarial act shall be prima facie evidence of his authority, 





STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND NEED IN SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSED 
LEGISLATION To AvTHORIZE OFFICERS OF THE Coast AND GEo- 
DETIC Survey To Act As NOTARIES IN PLACES OUTSIDE THE 
CONTINENTAL Limits OF THE UNITED STATES AND IN ALASKA 











This bill would authorize the commanding officers of the bureau’s 
vessels and others designated by the Secretary of Commerce to per- 
form notarial acts in areas outside the continental limits of the 
United States. Our ships and field parties operate in places where 
the personnel do not always have access to a notary public. 

In Alaska the ships and field parties are usually isolated for long 
periods, in the case of field parties for periods of as much as 6 months. 
Often times one of the party has need of a notary in the execution, 
acknowledgment, or attestation of instruments, papers, deeds, oaths, 
and so forth. When and if a notary public is in the general area, the 
problem of transportation to the notary is so great that in most 
instances it is impossible for the employee to reach the notary. When 
the necessity for a notary is compelling, the time lost bv the employee's 
absence from the party usually eauses a disruption in the fieldwork. 

A very good example of this need is for notaries public to complete 
the applic ation forms for State veteran bonuses by the crews of our 
vessels in Alaska during the past few years. The absence of a notary 
publie causes unusually long delays in the execution of official "e rs 
which would be avoided if the proposed legislation were enacte 
For these reasons the Department of Commerce recommends enact- 
ment of the proposed legislation. No additional cost to the Govern- 
ment would be involved and savings both in money and in efficiency 
would result if the legislation were enacted. 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, April 6, 1956. 
Hon. Warren G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate. 


Dzan SENATOR MaaNvusoN: Reference is made to the Department's 
letter of February 27, 1956, acknowledging your request of February 
23, 1956, for a report on S. 3266, & bill to authorize officers of the 
Coast and Geodetic Survey to act as notaries in places outside the 
continental limits of the United States and in Alaska. 

The wisdom of conferring upon officers of the Coast and Geodetic 
Survey notarial powers in terms quite as broad as proposed in S. 3266 
in the present form of the bill is questioned. It is considered impor- 
tant that any granting of general notarial powers to officers of a 
Federal agency who may find themselves, either in the course of their 
official duties or upon other occasions, within areas of foreign sover- 
eignty, be expressed in carefully defined terms. 

It is to be borne in mind that the exercise of notarial powers in 
foreign jurisdictions by American consular officers is carefully regu- 
lated and limited, to avoid misunderstandings with foreign govern- 
ments or violations of their laws, and to prevent abuse either by 
official personnel or members of the public. The regulations and 
limitations are in conformity with existing American and foreign law, 
and the treaty commitments of the United States. 

The suggested revision of S. 3266, as indicated below, would limit 
the exercise of the notarial powers conferred, to those places where 
the Coast and Geodetic Survey is serving, and to acts performed in 
behalf of the personnel of the Survey or in connection with the proper 
execution of its functions. It will be noted that new language is 
being suggested in substitution for “in Alaska and in places beyond the 
continental limits of the United States.” The thought in this regard 
is to suggest for consideration a formula for expressing present inten- 
tions in terms that could be expected still to hold good if and when 
areas lying beyond the North American Continent, for example 
Hawaii, attain statehood. 

The Department has no objection to the enactment of S. 3266, if 
amended to embody limitations substantially as indicated by the 
following: 

1. It is suggested that in the title of S. 3266 the phrases *'the con- 
tinental limits" and "and in Alaska" be deleted. 

2. It is suggested that in section 1 of this bill the phrases ‘‘in 
Alaska and” and “beyond the continental limits of the United States" 
be deleted, and that in substitution of the latter phrase there be 
inserted “where the Coast and Geodetic Survey is serving which are 
not within the jurisdiction of any one of the several States". 

3. It is suggested finally that at the end of section 1 of the bill 
there be added the following sentence, *'"The powers hereby conferred 
shall be limited to acts performed in behalf of the personnel of the 
Coast and Geodetic Survey or in connection with the proper execution 
of the functions of that agency." 
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The Department has been informed by the Bureau of the Budget 
that there is no objection to the submission of this report. 
Sincerely yours, 
RoserT C. HILL, 
Assistant Secretary 
(For the Secretary of State). 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Wash ington, March 1, 1956. 
Hon. Warren G. MaGnuson, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. CuHarrMan: Reference is made to your letter of Febru- 
ary 23, 1956, requesting our comments on a bill, S. 3266, which would 
authorize certain officers of the Coast and Geodetic Survey to exercise 
the general powers of the notary public in the administration of oaths 
for the execution, acknowledgment, and attestation of instruments 
and papers, and the performance of all other notarial acts in Alaska 
and outside the continental limits of the United States. 

This bill would confer upon certain officers of the Coast and Geo- 
detic Survey notarial powers similar to that now provided for by law 
for certain cfficers of the Coast Guard (14 U.S. C. 636 

It appears that Coast and Geodetic Survey ships and field parties 
frequently are located for long periods of time in areas in Alaska and 
outside the continental limits of the United States where notaries are 
not available. This causes inconvenience, delays, and transporta- 
tion expenses for the personnel as well as disruption of Government 
work due to their absence. 

Enactment of the bill would not involve any additional cost to the 
Government, but would tend to promote efficiency in the interest of 
the Government. 

We recommend favorable consideration of the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


O 
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